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2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 30-46 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The cancellation of claims 1-29 as well as the addition of claims 30-46 in the response 
filed on April 23, 2009 have been acknowledged. 

2. In view of cancellation of claims 1-29, the previous rejection under 1 12, first paragraph 
has been withdrawn. 

3. In view of cancellation of claims 1-29, the previous rejection under 1 12, second 
paragraph has been withdrawn. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed April 23, 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument regarding claim 30 as rejected by Oya '999, the 
Examiner does not find this persuasive. In the absence of unexpected results, the concentration 
of the cleaning solution is a result effective variable. Oya '999 teaches adding that it is known to 
add isopropanol to an ozone solution for use in cleaning substrates. The concentration required 
could be dependent upon many factors such as the type of contaminant to be removed (e.g. a 
greater concentration may be required to remove certain contaminants) and the quantity/size of 
the contaminant to be removed. Without evidence of unexpected results, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to determine the appropriate 
concentration of the cleaning solution based on the contaminants to be removed for the 
predictable results of cleaning the component of a semiconductor processing system, since it has 
been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering 
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the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 
456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). Thus, the general conditions of the claim are met as 
well as are enabled because Oya '999 teaches adding isopropanol to a solution used for cleaning 
substrates. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oya et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,517,999, hereinafter '999) in view of in view of JP 11-029795 (hereinafter JP 
'795). 

Claim 30: '999 teaches a method for cleaning semiconductor substrates using a solution 
comprising an ozone gas dissolved in a mixture of pure water and an organic solvent, such as 
isopropanol [the organic solvent is inherently added] [col. 5, line 55-col. 6, line 46; col. 12, lines 
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37-41]. Thus, ozone water is formed. '999 does not explicitly teach the amount of organic 
solvent to add is in a range of 0.1 ug/liter to 0.1 g/liter. The concentration of the cleaning 
solution is a result effective variable. The concentration required could be dependent upon many 
factors such as the type of contaminant to be removed (e.g. a greater concentration may be 
required to remove certain contaminants) and the quantity/size of the contaminant to be removed. 
Without evidence of unexpected results, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to determine the appropriate concentration of the cleaning 
solution based on the contaminants to be removed for the predictable results of cleaning the 
component of a semiconductor processing system, since it has been held that where the general 
conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 
1955). 

Oya '999 teaches forming ozone water using pure water, but it does not explicitly teach 
that the water is ultra-pure water. However, JP '795 teaches a method of forming ozone water 
using ultra-pure water for use in cleaning semiconductors [see page 2 of translation, paragraph 4, 
lines 1-2]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordianry skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use ultra-pure water as taught by JP '795 in place of the pure water 
disclosed by '999 for generating ozone water because JP '795 teaches that ultra-pure water is 
suitable for generating ozone water to be used in the cleaning of semiconductors. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

8 . Claims 31-46 are allowed. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Oya '999 teaches a method for cleaning semiconductor substrates using a solution comprising an 
ozone gas dissolved in a mixture of pure water and an organic solvent, such as isopropanol [the 
organic solvent is inherently added] [col. 5, line 55-col. 6, line 46; col. 12, lines 37-41]. Thus, 
ozone water is formed. 

Oya '999 teaches forming ozone water using pure water, but it does not explicitly teach 
that the water is ultra-pure water. However, JP '795 teaches a method of forming ozone water 
using ultra-pure water for use in cleaning semiconductors [see page 2 of translation, paragraph 4, 
lines 1-2]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordianry skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use ultra-pure water as taught by JP '795 in place of the pure water 
disclosed by '999 for generating ozone water because JP '795 teaches that ultra-pure water is 
suitable for generating ozone water to be used in the cleaning of semiconductors. 

JP '795 teaches that it is known to add ozone gas to an ultra-pure water solution via a 
porous polymer membrane. The prior art fails to teach adding the isopropanol to the pure water 
through a porous polymer membrane. The additional search conductor by the examiner has not 
indicated more relevant document. Thus, the art of record does not fairly teach or suggest adding 
isopropanol to pure water through a porous polymer membrane. 
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Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NICOLE BLAN whose telephone number is (571)270-1838. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 8-5 and alternating Fridays 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Cleveland can be reached on 571-272-1418. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Nicole Blan/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1792 

/Michael Cleveland/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



